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Re: Your Auguat 28, 1897, latiar to Duana Ackerman
Dasr Jim:

As commitiad on September 5, 1997, | am reaponding to the lssues discussed in your Auguet
20,1887 tether to Duane Ackerman. Let me begin by seying BeiSouth ls not delaying ATAT's
entry into the focal market. BelBouth has expended hundreds of milions of dollars on, and has
dedicaled hundrade of smployaes to, the sole task of assisting new locel service providers such
as ATAT In entering the local matket. The iask, as you admitted in your August 1, 1647 letier, Is
not without tremandous chalienges. Other local providers are entering the Jocal market,
Invyating in thair own feclifffas, and are competing with BeliSouth and winning iooal customers.
Theas local providets are using tha syslene in which BeliSoulh hias been lnvesting hundreds of
miilions of doliers and are finding that they sllew for resl competition. Local compatition is here
and will continue 1o grow whethar ATAT snters the market now or some time in the future,

Addmmymsmnﬂnﬁmhm‘m-mmmmmm
ReliSouth amployes ranka, responsibiiity fur orttical lssues,” givett the numbar and complexity
of the implementation lasuees involved, bath acompartes need to ampower amployees with
axmummnmmnmmwmwwm
implamantation issues. Our fole sa membare of upper meanagemant is to provide policy
ditsction and support o thoes ampowered by us. As an officer of BaltBouth, | am involved with

Mh%dmuﬁnmmmmmuhm
dapartmant in the msolution of major issuss conosrning the implementstion of ATAT
intarconnection agreaments sa wall ae the implementstion of other agreamants BeliSouth has
sxecuied, SeliSouth witl continue to devole the time and ensigy of many highly capable
people, and significant capital, to mesting ATAT's demands together with the nesds and
demanda af the hundred plus other naw local servios providers that have contracted with
BeifSauth for intarconnection sarvices,

wmmmmmmm&rnmmmmmwmmmmm
HaliSouth is committed to continuing cpatational testing of tha combined unbundied toops and
ports (UNE-P as you rafer io i) in Florida and Kantucky and that it has committad the



appropriats persannel 1o support this procasa. To date, ATAT has, pursuant to Attachment 4,
section 2.2 af the BeliSouth /ATAT Interconnection Agreement, idantited and describad only
four combinations, which were rscelved by BaliBouth in Aprit of 1887. Rather than rasponding
to BeltSouth'a writion and verbql comynitmenta by identifying any furtéwr combinations, or
sending additiond! orders and testing of the sysiams, ATRT has anly continued to “paper the
record® with assertions that BeliSouth is not committad ta teating. BaliSouth haraby ence sgain
roaftirms that it siands rasdy, wiling and abile ta teat the UNE ordering, provisioning and billing
sysiama. it ia only through such testing that the companiae can determine and address where
the problema, if any, is. While BeliSouth balieves it is aware of ATAT s UNE westing
requiremanta for Flonda and Kantucky, if ATAT believes that & restaterment of thoss testing
requiremants is required, than by al) maans comimunicate them to BellSouth agein.

You further requested that BaliSouth confirm certain positions regarding the Bth Clreuit Court of
Appeal's July 18, 19897 opinian ds well a3 the recently announced FCC decisions regarding both
Ametitach's 271 epplication and Shared Transport. Following are Bali8outh's responass to your
confirmation requesis,

BeliSouth's reaponss:

The 8th Circult plainly stated that the Act “unambiguously indicstug that the requesting cartiers
will combine the unbundiad natwork slements thamaeivas.” Theralors, there is no jegal duty on
the parl of HeliSouth to provide combined network slements 15 ATAT. BeliSauth will provide to
ATAT, at the reles established by the verious stete commissions, tha individual nstwerk
sisments dalingated in the ATRT/BelISouth Interconnection Agresmaent, and ATAT may
combine the orderad slements in any fashion & choosss. Further, consiatan: with the 8th
Clreulf's ruiing, if & (s AT&T'a plan to utitze all BeliBouth network elaments {0 provide finished
telaphone servics, ATAT may purchess el of the individua!l unbundiad network elamants
neaded {o provide finighad telephone servioa, but ATAT must cambine the necessary slomente.
Tive 8th Ciroult rufing cluarly finda, hawevar, that BeliSouth, as an ILEC, hes no abiigation to do
$0. The 8th Clhreult axprassiy siated in uphoiding the FCC's tule that “jour) ruling finding that (the
Azi] does naot requite an incumbaent LEC ta combine the slements for a requesting carrier
sstablishes that requesting carriers will in fact be receiving the slemunts on en usbundied
basis.' Thus, the only meaning thet can now be given to FCC Rula §1,315(%) ls that an



®*s

incumbent LEG may not turther unbundie a netwark element to be purchased by another locat
provider unisss axplicitly requasted to do aa by thet provider. The rule cannot be tesd as
requiring ILEC's to deliver combinations to providers such ag ATST. BelSouth, hawsver, ia
axamining the viabilty of providing verious combinations of UNEs as a service to s o
interconnaction customars. Such servics offerings would have prices that reflect the 8th
Clrouit's finding thet the uee of unbundied natwork slements involves greater risk to the other
pravider than doss resale. _ L

BellBouth nonathelass recognizes that the interconnection agresmants that have bean
exacutad thua far cbligate BeliSouth to acospt and provision UNE combinalion ordera. Thus,
until the 8th Circuit's opinion becomes final and non-appeaiable,” BeliGouth will abide by the
terms of thesa interconnection agresments as BeliSouth expacts ATAT will. Accardingly,
assuming exacution of the Alabamae sgresment, BelRsuth will accept ordsrs for and provision
the four UNE combinationas identified and described by ATET pursuant to Attachment 4, section
2.2 of the Agresinents. in al sintes except Kentucky (Alsbama, Flonids, Georgia, Loulsiana,
Mississippl, North Caraling, South Carolina and Tetinassss), when ATAT orders a combination
of natwork elements or orders individua! network slamants that, when combined, duplicate a
retall service provided by BelSouth, BakSouth will traat, for purposes of bithng and provisioning,
that order as one for resals. In Kentucky, when ATAT orders a coinbination of network
elements cr orders individual network elements that when combined duplicats & retell servics
provided by BelSouth, BellSouth will treat the arder for purposes of biling and provisioning, ea
oné for unbundiad network siements. (n all steles, when ATAT fulfiie is cbligstion under
Attachmant 4, section 2.2 and (dentifiss combinstions of unbundied network elements that,
when combined do not duplicats a retall sarvice, BelSouth will avcept and provision that arder
as ona for uhbiundied network slaments pricad at the individusl network slemant rates. In
Alsbema, where BellSouti end ATAT have not yet sxacutad an intercohnection sgresment,
BeliSauth ia wiling, unti! the 8th Circult's opinion bacomaa fingl, ta exscute an intercannection
agreemsnt that refiects the terma described above. That sgresment would be subject 1o
modification as diacussad below. This interim accommaodation je conalstant with what BeSouth
and ATAY hava dane in oiher stales. | underastand that such an interconhection agresment has
been propased and | will ingtruct Jerry Herdrix to axecuis that agreament after he hae had a
opportunity (o fully review the agresment.

immaediataly upon the 8th Clroult'a apinion becoming final, BeliSouth expects, pursuant 1o
saction 9.3 of the Genaral Terms end Conditions of the inlarsanhection Agreemant, thet the
intercohnaction agrsements will be modified o remave el referances 1o BeliSoutiva abligetion
to combina unbundied tetwork slemanta for ATET end to otherwise reflect the Court's decision.
if following thess modifications, ATAT believas that, rather then directly meating e obiligation
undar the Act 10 do the combining of any BellBguth UNEs, #f would prefer 10 have BeliSouth

parfarm services relaled to combining and/or opareting and maintaining combined elemants,
BaliBauth, s stated ebove, would eonidar such a request and ba prepated to enter ime

negotiations regarding spproprists terme and conditions.
4. Elatide UNE Taating - Biiiing

Conoerning the biling recalved by ATAT in the Florida tesling, { offer the fokowing corrections
and clarifications. For the UNE-P orders Invaivad with thia test, tha folowing eleimenta may be
bllled In the CRIS biting system: ;



CRIS '

ldnbmdhd m Switching - Ling I't:wrlt° (ULs-LP) (NR% + Mon;l}ly uagﬂm ny)
P o
Unbundied Tandem Switching - Trunk Pn:rt (UTS-TP) (per (per )
Unbundied Interoffica Transpart « Shared (UIT-8) (w Mou and per MOULmite) -
Operator gnd Dﬁthﬂum(hlvenotbom impiementad for thia testing timeframa)

As of Augiist 14, 1887, BaiSouth has the capabliity to bill the MOU baand awitching and
tranaport elements for all laca) direct dielad oails originating from ULS-LPs (ar in this case UNE-
Ps). In your (ist, you 880 included Unbundied intercffica Transpoit - Dedisated (UIT-D),
Unbund!ad Paeket Swiiching (UPS), AIN, LIDB, S37 Signaling, 800 Datsbade, Directory Access
lo OA Satvics, Directory Asslstance Tmupoﬁ and Direcloty Assistanca Ogtsbass Setvice.

muomnhmnd.ppﬂubbfwmommmwuhawnmwbohmd in
Flotida and Kentusky.

WudautmdﬁlltAT&ThnMtam&udlﬂywmmmmwmm
{o tranamit duning the Flarida test. As insuss regarding delly usage recording ware
sncounterad, they were addresesd by BeliBouth and cormective acions were taken. Further
issting was Himited due ta the lack of actual usage found on the four accounts. The Jan
Butrisa/Pam Nolson team that mests regularly to discuss and resoive lasuas racantly agread
that the teatingt team shauld formaltze the usage recording testing. The feam agresd to '
implamant & togging system aa that the users would recard their varieua cally, time of day, type
of call, duration, stc., and provide the log 1o BeliSouth so that BaliSauth could follow the call
through its systema.

In connaction with the UNE concept tast, BediSouth is not currantly sending ATET access
records associated with UNEs, Pursuant to tha law af the time, BaliBouth'a position had been
that BeliSouth should continue to bill acosss to the IXC and that rartamitting records was
therefore not required. Gubsaquent rulngs now sppedr to support tha naed far BediSouth, (n
instancss Wwhere the use of unbundied network elements is not duplicating an axisting BeliSouth
sarvice, 10 senvd racards in ondet for the local provider o bifl the IXC interstale acosss. Givan
thasa changas, HalSouth conaurs that BaliSouth and ATET need to coine to an agrasmant of
tha formaiting of thass scoses records. In additian, BeliSouth and ATAT noed to work threisgh
induatry fora to reech agresmant on atandarda for recard exchange and meet point billing.

BeliSouth doss not agres with your asssssmant of BeltSowutty's paricipation on Call Flow
discussions. BelkSouth mat with your rapresantativas in May of 1087, snd participated on a
conferenca call in June of 1997 in an attempt to reach agreement. Howsver, due to key
differences in {he underying positions of tha campanies, the repressittatives were not able to
ragch agreamant sxcapld for thoss call flows for intraswitch local calls. BeliSouth, an alwaya,

stands ready (o maat with AT&T to further discuse ullmw!hmyummm
such & mesting has been scheduled.

{ trust that this answers any question you may have had. BaliSouth, an § has consistently done
inn the past, |a prepsred to discuss all issues that ATET may ralaa. To the axtent you hava any



further queationa or commants regarding SeliSauliva paliciea or major lssues regerding
implementation of the ATET/BaltSouth interconnection agresment, piedse direct them to me.

7 o Al

Mark Faldier
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William J. (Jim) Carroll Room 4170
- Vice President 1200 Peachtree St . NE
Atlanta. GA 30309
404 810-7262
- August 1, 1997

Via Facsimile and U.S. Mail

Mr. Duane Ackerman

Vice Chairman of the Board and Chief Operating Officer
- BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.

1155 Peachtree St., Suite 2010, N.E.
- _ Atlanta, GA 30309

Dear Duane:

This letter responds to Charlie Coe's July 10, 1997, letter (Attachment 1)
responding to my June 13, 1997, letter (Attachment 2).

Normally, | would not provide you with the level of detail contained in this letter.
However, | am contacting you because | believe the positions articulated by Mr.
Coe are illustrative of positions BellSouth has taken that have contributed
significantly to the delays AT&T has encountered in entering the local market.
Indeed, AT&T's delays in entering the local market have not been driven by
AT&T's purported desire to keep BellSouth out of the long distance market, as

you so publicly assert, but instead result from BeliSouth's own actions and
- inactions.

In his July 10™ letter, Mr. Coe claims that AT&T has misunderstood BeliSouth's
— position on testing of Unbundled Network Elements ("UNEs") in Florida. Mr.
Coe's response does little to clarify the mixed messages AT&T has received
from BellSouth on this issue. On one hand, Mr. Coe states BellSouth "will
- cooperate in testing UNEs with AT&T." On the other hand, he states that in all
states but Kentucky, any UNE combination "that produces essentially the
equivalent of an existing retail service... will be priced, provisioned, maintained
and otherwise treated as a resold service...."

It is clear that BellSouth is now alleging that it failed to appreciate that AT&T
- intended that testing in Florida to be comprehensive, including testing of systems
related to billing and usage and use of the UNE rates, despite the clear language
_ in the Florida UNE testing agreement which AT&T and BellSouth executed.



Mr. Duane Ackerman
August 1, 1997
Page 2

According.to Mr. Coe, BellSouth is willing only to provide on the bill an indicator
that UNEs were ordered as a UNE combination and not at UNE rates. If this is
the case, the UNE testing in Florida will be UNE testing in name only because
BellSouth calls it UNE testing and not because UNE testing actually is taking
place. AT&T can only view BellSouth's position as a misguided step backwards
from the Florida Commission's Order and our Florida UNE testing agreement to
test not only "technical feasibility" of UNE combinations, but all operational
interfaces and business procedures for providing service via UNE.

Additionally, contrary to Mr. Coe's assertions, on several occasions AT&T has
provided BellSouth specific information on UNE combinations. As early as June
and July, 1996, AT&T's Ray Crafton shared with BeliSouth's Scott Schaefer the
UNE combinations AT&T required and the timing for the availability of such
combinations. Mr. Crafton reiterated this information earlier this year in
discussions with BellSouth's Mark Feidler. Further, AT&T's Jim Hill provided
information on the combinations to be tested in Florida to BellSouth's Jerry
Hendrix in May, 1997. Given this history, BellSouth's feigned lack of information
is nothing more than a lame excuse for inexcusabie delay.

Moreover, contrary to BellSouth's claims, AT&T's position on the pricing of UNE's
is fully consistent with and supported by the Florida Commission's decisions. As
outlined in AT&T's Motion to Compel Compliance filed June 9, 1997, the
Commission three times has rejected BellSouth's argument that a combination of
UNE's that replicated a BellSouth service be priced as though it were a resold
service. Indeed, BeliSouth reliance on the Commission's purported "concern”,

as quoted in Mr. Coe's letter, subsequently was rejected by the Commission
when the Commission refused to add any "concern" language to the
Interconnection Agreement between AT&T and BellSouth.

Additionally, AT&T's position on this issue was most recently upheld by the
United States Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit. In its July 18, 1997,
opinion, the Court clearly rejected all of the LEC arguments that carriers should
not be pemitted to purchase at cost-based prices combinations of Network
Elements that are similar or equivalent to LEC services available for resale.

Equally misguided are the "guidelines based on current state ruling and
decisions” outlined in Mr. Coe's letter. Not only is BeltSouth incorrect in its
reading of the Commission's decision in Florida, but BellSouth attempts to limit
the combinations AT&T can order in Kentucky. Neither the agreed upon
language for our interconnection agreement, nor the Kentucky Order allows
BellSouth to limit the availability of UNE combinations and require AT&T to utilize
the bona fide request process for others as BellSouth asserts. Under our



Mr. Duane Ackerman
August 1, 1997
Page 3

Kentucky Interconnection Agreement, based on language agreed to by our
companies and approved by the Kentucky Commission, AT&T has the right to
"purchase Unbundied Network Elements for the purpose of combining Network
Elements... in any manner that it chooses to provide service." Again, the Eighth
Circuit's July 18, 1997, decision affirmed this position. Any attempt by BellSouth
to limit AT&T's ability in this regard clearly is improper.

Finally, | would like to believe that BellSouth values its relationship with AT&T
and that BellSouth does not desire to delay AT&T's entry into local markets, as
Mr. Coe's lefter and your public pronouncements have claimed. However,
"actions speak louder than words". To date, BellSouth has thwarted AT&T's
market entry efforts whenever possible and has done little to treat AT&T as a
valued customer. As indicated above, BellSouth's actions based upon a
purported policy issue in Florida have set back AT&T's UNE testing in Florida
several weeks. Likewise, when BellSouth provided an executed test agreement
for UNE testing in Kentucky, it did so with the restriction that AT&T could only
test UNE in Kentucky if the Florida UNE testing did not work out. These are but
two examples of BellSouth's efforts to delay our market entry. In most, if not all,
instances the delay greatly exceeds the bounds of "good faith difference in

interpretations of the Telecommunications Act and various regulatory rulings” as
Mr. Coe claims.

in light of the above, please confirm in writing that BellSouth will make
combinations of UNEs, including those that replicate existing BellSouth services
available, priced, provisioned, maintained and billed as UNEs. Anything less is

contrary to the dictates of the Telecommunications Act and the Eighth Circuit's
decision.

Sincerely,

o (sl A

miam J. Carroll

cc. Charles B. Coe
Mark Feidler
Elton King
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July 10, 1007

Mr. Willam J. Cervoll
Vice Prasident - ATAT
1200 Peachtres St, NE
Room 4170

Atianta, GA 30300

Mml

This letter is in response 18 yours addressed © me deted June 13, 1987, concerning the pricing of
Unbundied Network Elgrments. Your atier displays what appsars 1o be 8 besic eng substantie!
misunderstanding of Mark Feidier's lstier of May 29, 1097.

First, BeliSouth’'s May 29 letiar does not reverse pravious poslions taken by BeliSouth. indesd, i does
not even sddcess aeting of UNEs either in Floride or in Kentucky. BeflSeulN's positien (o and Ass Seen
thel k will cooperute in teeting UNES with ATAT. This insludes teeling in Marids end Kantucky. BeliBeuth
has not refused © tast UNES with ATLT, end quits feniily | am not eure how you enrived ot your mistaken
conciusion that & had. It cartainly cannot be dased on any isfier from DelSouth or yeur conversglions with
me. To the contrary, both Mark Feldler and Quinon Senders spohe with A Calabress of ATET within »
fow days of this question ariging and sssured Nm that we would continue UNE testing in Flordae.

Second, while it is obvious hat we dlsagree en e of UNEs, BelGouth has not in sny way denied
that in Flarida UNEs can be combined in any technioelly manner. Rshouid be readlly spperent o
anyone, however, et the tachnical foesiiity of UNE combingions end thal pricing ere twe completsly
differant issues. With regand 15 the pricing of UNE cambinations, the Fleride Public Service Cemmission
stated in PSC-97-0026-FDF-TP of pages 9 and 10 that & had set retes ‘enly for the specific unbundied
slormaents that the perties requestnd.® The PSC went on © cbesrve hat I ‘wauld be very concerned if
recombining network elements 15 FECTUSS 8 SErVICS COUS B8 Ueed 1 underat the resals price of the
service. Thus the FPSC ¢oee not seem 1 agree with ATAT regarding the pricing of recombined UNEs.

As information, BeliSouth hes sdepted the following guideines beesd upen s current ststs nAings and
decisions. UNEs can be combined in any manner that is techaically fessble. in every state but Kentucky,
it two or more UNEs are conbined by ATAT in & manner that sreduces ssesniially he equiveient of an
exiating retall servics, then the combination will be priced, previsiensd. mainiained, and otherwise Yesnd
8¢ & reeold retall service with an Indicater et this senvice wes ondered oo 3 UNE sembinalien. in
Kentucky, UNE combinetion arders, irrespeciive of whether such recombinglions conelitste the equivaient
of an existing ratall service. will 3o priced, provisionsd, meintained, and otherwise treated ss UNES.
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| wouid nots, In eddition, thet ATAT hes net pravided BeliSouth with any specific infarmation oulining the
combinations of UNEs that ATAT eapects to be ordering as @ result of the Flarida Astivetion Order.
BeliSauth is pursuing. inllially In Kantucky. he product develepment of the following combinatiens of UNEs
- 3-wire ansiog 0op with 8 2-wire enslog port (residencs or business), 2-wire enaieg I0ep wih g 2-wire
anslog PBX port, and & 2-wire ansiog locp with 2-wire anelog PBX port wilh DID — in an atempt ©©
anticipsts, and hervfore, feciate the svalisdiity of the cembingtions 10 ATAY. Far UNE combingtons
mmm.mmwmmmmdmumwew-numm
capabiity o treat them as & new UNE combination product at he requaest of ATAY through the bone fide
request process.

Also, lst me addrass brisfly your continued sllegetions conceming BeliSouth's supposed deley of ATAT's
entry into the locat merket. SeliSouth hae workad cooperatively with ATAT over meny monthe in
negotisting cantracts with ATST gnd in testing and implamanting service. it ls not the case et good faith
differences In interpretations of the Telecommunicstiens Act and various reguilstory nuiings between
BeliSouth and ATAT sre Indicative of any desire on BeliSoulh's pert 1 defay ATET s entty iInte iacal
markets. The relationship between ATAT and BeliSouth is @ mature one which BeliSouth velues very
much snd BsitSouth takes Rs reaponsiditity for ATLT aa its customer very seriovely. | am disappoinied
that ATST has misconsirued wihat seens © Me to be diflarences of apinion and good falth effarts o
negatisis mutuslly egreasbis solistions as efforts 10 deisy ATLT s businees plans. That simply s not sn
accurate assesement of BellSouth's intantions or actions.

As we dlsoussed yesterdey. BeltSouth Telecommunications ("BST") hes recenlly anncunced an internal
recrgenization which is designed 1o better siign BST's aparsiions with the changed locnl telscommunicetions
anviranment and to hefler mast the needs of CLEC cusiomers e ATAT. As 8 resift of INs rearganization, |
now will be focused an the relsil business units of BST, and no longer have responslbiity for the inter-
connection Services unit.  Accordingly, | tink future correspondence of this Asture should be directad ©
Mark Feidier, Snd you should look to Mark for senior isvel attention to the resolution of thees lypes of meltens.

Sinceretly,

Chotin



ATTACHMENT 2

=T

Willlam J. (Jim) Carvoll Room 4170
vice Presigent 1200 Peachiree St . NE
Atlants, GA 0009
404 810-7262
June 13, 1997
Charles B. Coe ~

Group President-Customer Operations
BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc.
Room 4514

675 W. Peachtree Street, NE

Atianta, Georgia 30375

Dear Charlie:

| am writing to eipress my disappointment over recent BeliSouth actions
which have delayed AT&T's entry into the local market. This supplements
our conversations in this regard.

By letter dated May 29, 1997 (Attachment A), BeliSouth stated, among
other things, that it was refusing to honor its obligation to provision and bill
unbundled network elements ("UNE's") in Florida at the prices set by the
Florida Commission for UNE's. Rather, BellSouth stated that it "intend[s)
to treat requests for recombined UNEs which will substantially replicate
existing retail services" as resoid services.

The position taken by BellSouth in its May 29 letter constitutes a reversal
from positions taken by BellSouth over months of meetings and
negotiations regarding the provisioning and testing of unbundied network
elements in Florida. When Ray Crafton and Al Calabrese of AT&T met
with Mark Feidler of BellSouth and his staff on March 14, 1997, AT&T and
BeliSouth agreed that we would conduct testing in Florida to leam about
the operational complexity we would face in ordering, provisioning and
billing unbundied network elements. A significant reason for selecting
Florida was that UNEs were available without restriction and therefore the
parties could fully test all the interfaces, including the UNE billing
interfaces. To this end, and because BeliSouth had refused to sign the
AT&T interconnection agreement in Florida, AT&T and BeliSouth entered
into a separate agreement for unbundied network element testing in
Florida (Attachment B). That agreement specifically provides that such



Charles B. Coe
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testing is being conducted "to provide BellSouth and AT&T with on-line
experience with the performance of the operational interfaces and
business procedures developed by the parties." Under the agreement,
BeliSouth "will bill AT&T... at the rates set forth in the Florida Public
Service Commission's Order...."

Moreover, BellSouth's UNE pricing position comes after the Florida Public
Service Commission ruled in three separate decisions that AT&T can
combine unbundied elements in any manner that is technically feasible,
including recreating existing BellSouth services. Contrary to BellSouth's
assertions, the only remaining UNE pricing issue open in Florida is
whether the UNE prices ordered by the Florida Public Service
Commission contain duplicate recurring and non-recurring charges when
AT&T combines UNE's. The Florida Commission directed AT&T and
BellSouth to negotiate resolution of this open issue—to date we have not
reached agreement.

Although BellSouth's position was that it would not continue UNE testing
in Florida because of BellSouth's UNE pricing policy position, you have
assured me that BellSouth now will continue such testing. To that end,
ATA&T received BellSouth's letter dated June 9, 1997 from Quinton
Sanders which states that, "we will continue testing in Florida for
Unbundled Network Elements (UNE) ordering and billing." However,
BellSouth's letter goes on to state that BellSouth's "position continues to
be ...the pricing for recombined UNEs are the essential equivalent of
BellSouth's retail services and we will treat requests for recombined UNEs
in the same manner as requests for similar retail services.” In light of this
statement, once again | ask that you confirm that BelflSouth will complete
UNE testing in Florida that will include testing of the billing and usage data
elements at the UNE rates set by the Florida Commission and not the
resale rate.

it is important that we reach closure on the Florida UNE testing issue to
avoid further delay. Contrary to your statement to me, BellSouth's actions
in Florida have delayed AT&T/BeilSouth UNE testing efforts by at least
three weeks. The expected bill from BeliSouth has been delayed from
June 30, 1997, to at least July 20, which results in AT&T's development
effort being delayed. :

Furthermore, to protect against additional delay in AT&T's market entry
plan, please take steps necessary to insure that BeliSouth executes the
attached agreement for UNE testing in Kentucky (Attachment C). AT&T
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views this agreement as necessary protection to avoid any additional
BellSauth policy reversals which could delay UNE testing completion in
Florida. A copy of this agreement was forwarded to Mary Jo Peed earlier
this week.

Finally, | wanted you to understand that AT&T takes exception to
BeliSouth's position on access, as articulated in the May 29 letter, when
ATA&T provides service through unbundied network elements. Clearly we
disagree on this issue.

{ look forward to hearing from you on the Florida and Kentucky issues as
soon as possible.

Si .
NN

Mark L. Feidler
Mary Jo Peed
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VIA COURIER
August 29, 1997

Mr. F. Duane Ackerman

President and Chief Executive Officer
BellSouth Corporation

1155 Peachtree Street, Suite 2010
Atlanta, Georgia 30309

Dear Duane:

This addresses BellSouth's August 22,1997, letter regarding my August 1% letter to you

concerning the availability of Unbundled Network Elements (UNEs) and UNE testing in
Florida and Kentucky.

From the outset, | must express my extreme disappointment in BellSouth's response.
Generally, it is short on implementation details and tall on rhetoric and platitudes.
Specifically, the history of our discussions on UNE availability and testing has been
characterized by BellSouth's unwillingness to perform the testing to AT&T's specifications
and unnecessary delays in meeting with AT&T to work out the detailed deliverables. The
delays that AT&T has encountered in testing UNEs constitutes an unreasonable and
unacceptable barrier to AT&T’s market entry activities, and cannot continue.

Rather than responding to the issues raised in our letter, BellSouth glibly notes that
“BellSouth is currently reviewing the state commission decisions regarding access to
unbundled network elements and the recombination of unbundled network elements to
determine how BellSouth’s current policies should change.” AT&T requires answers, not
more delay while you once again reconsider "policy issues.” Additionally, we continue to
be disappointed at BellSouth’s increasing tendency to push downward within BellSouth
employee ranks, responsibility for critical issues. Duane, we need you to give the
availability and testing of UNEs your personal attention, given the lack of progress over a

period of many months dealing with others at BellSouth. Please confirm that you will do
s0.

Regarding the UNE testing for both Florida and Kentucky, AT&T wants to be sure that you
clearly understand AT&T's UNE requirements, so that AT&T can translate BellSouth’s
asserted willingness to test UNEs into direct deliverables.

To date, AT&T has received two bills for the UNE testing in Florida. These bills reveal that
BellSouth has yet to separately identify and bill AT&T for all of the UNEs included in the
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platform combination. AT&T has been billed for four Port/Loop combination elements,
along with applicable 911, directory listings, and franchise charges. In accordance with
earlier discussions with the BellSouth billing subject matter experts ("SMEs"),

the following elements also should be separately identified and billed on a monthly basis (at

present, BellSouth provides billing for UNEs using two different existing billing systems -
CRIS and CABS): ‘

In the CRIS Bill In the CABS Bill

Interoffice Common Transport Directory Access to DA Service
Tandem Switching SS7 Signaling

Local Switching Directory Assistance Transport
Operator Call Processing Directory Assistance Database Service
Directory Assistance Access Service Interoffice Transport Dedicated
Directory Assistance Call Completion Unbundled Packet Switching
Unbundied Loops 800 Database '

AIN LiIDB

DA Number Services intercept

Although prices for a few ordered elements in Florida have yet to be negotiated by AT&T
and BellSouth, prices for all ordered UNEs have been established in Kentucky. In Florida,
BellSouth should identify the elements on the bill for test purposes without setting forth a
rate. In Kentucky, all UNEs and the appropriate rates hould be displayed on the bill.
AT&T is still uncertain when BellSouth expects it will be able to identify and bill all
applicable UNEs in Florida and Kentucky. [ ask that you provide me with the date when

BellSouth will be able to identify and provide accurate billing for each of these UNEs in
Florida and Kentucky.

Additionally, we have yet to receive the daily usage recordings that BellSouth agreed to
transmit during the Florida test. AT&T needs BellSouth to confirm when it expects it will be
able to transmit the recording information associated with these UNEs both in Florida and
Kentucky. If BellSouth cannot transmit these usage recordings electronically, AT&T needs to
know how BellSouth will make these usage recording categories available to AT&T. AT&T
also requires specific information on the UNE concept test recording categories BellSouth
will transmit to AT&T, i.e. appropriate local/IntraLATA/InterLATA originating and
terminating records for all usage sensitive unbundled elements including originating local
intraLATA/InterLATA BYY traffic in EMR format. You should know that AT&T has provided
BellSouth its requirements on at least five separate occasions. However, BeliSouth has not
even been willing to discuss these requirements with AT&T. AT&T needs to know how

BellSouth plans to meet these requirements now. | have attached a copy of additional
details for your information.

Also, after several attempts to meet to discuss how calls will flow through BellSouth's
network, and, based on these call flows, what BellSouth will bill AT&T, we have been
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unable to reach an agreement on the call flows that are critical to AT&T’s market entry. We
believe BellSouth's refusal to agree is because it believes AT&T cannot be the exchange
access provider. But frankly, this has not been clearly stated. While BellSouth has
indicated it has "somewhat modified" its position as it pertains to interstate access and local
mutual compensation in Kentucky only, BellSouth has refused to discuss all of the call flows
needed by AT&T. This is particularly perplexing to AT&T, given BellSouth's own data
response filed in a Kentucky Public Service Commission case, which | have attached. AT&T
reiterates its desire for a meeting with BellSouth to agree on all the call flows. For your

information, | am attaching a description of the various call flows which need to be
discussed.

As | mentioned earlier in this letter and in past correspondence, BellSouth's procrastination
in addressing these issues has significantly delayed testing the use of UNEs in Florida and
AT&T's market entry. | would remind you that testing in Florida began more than four (4)

months ago; BellSouth’s failure to respond to these issues has thwarted AT&T's efforts to
move forward.

BellSouth's August 22, 1997, letter also ignores my August 1* request of BellSouth to
confirm that BellSouth will make combinations of UNEs, including those that BellSouth
asserts replicate existing BellSouth services, available, priced, provisioned, maintained and
billed as UNEs in accordance with the 8" Circuit Court of Appeal's July 18, 1997, opinion.
Given the 8™ Circuit's decision, as well as the recently announced FCC decisions on the
Ameritech § 271 application and Shared Transport, | request specific confirmation that:

1. BellSouth will provide all combinations of unbundled network elements,
including those that BellSouth asserts may replicate existing BellSouth
services, at rates based on forward-looking economic costs;

2. BellSouth will not separate unbundled network elements requested by AT&T
where such elements are currently combined in BellSouth's network. That
is, where AT&T orders combinations of UNEs that in the ordinary course are
already combined within BellSouth's network, such as the platform being
ordered in Florida, BellSouth will provide these elements as combined in
BellSouth's network; and

3. BellSouth will impose no additional charges above the sum of the rates for
all applicable UNEs contained in our interconnection agreements for UNEs
that are already combined in BellSouth's network.

To the extent that you cannot confirm BellSouth's agreement with any of these items, |
request that you state BellSouth's position in detail.

Duane, unfortunately, once again, | am compelled to bring the critical nature of these issues
to your attention and to make sure you understand their adverse impact on AT&T’s market
entry plans. Again, AT&T needs to understand BellSouth's position on the availability of
UNEs, both individually and in combination. AT&T also needs BellSouth to forward proper
UNE billing and usage recording information immediately. Finally, AT&T needs your
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personal commitment to resolve the open issues that will allow our UNE testing to move
forward.

It is one thing to state that BellSouth “will cooperate in testing unbundled network elements
with AT&T in Florida and Kentucky." It is another to commit the time, personnel, and other
resources necessary to get the job done, again, including your personal attention. To date,
BellSouth has promised the former, but its actions are just the opposite. The resulting delay
is both obvious and intolerable. Please respond to each of the issues identified in this letter
in writing by September 5, 1997.

Sincerely,

cc: Mark Feidler
Jerry Hendrix

Attachments
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William J. Carroll

Room 4170

1200 Peachtree Street, N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30309

Dear Jim:

The purpose of this letter is to respond to your three letters to Duane Ackerman, of May 6, 1996 and your
letter of May 7, 1996 addressed to me.

»r NG N NN -Bensomh“pmm
AT&Thaselecwdtobegmmterconnecnon. mbmdlmgnndmnlenegodmonsforﬂ:emd.\hbma _
and Kentucky. BellSouth will now consider these states as a part of the ongoing negotiations between our «

two companies and will recognize May 6, 1996 as the official date for both states. If this is not the case,
please let me know.

/ Lo B ...
Secondly, BellSouth suggests that the two companies go ahead and include the rest of the BellSouth states
in the negotiations. If this proposal is acceptable to you, BellSouth will consider the official
commencement date for negotiations to be the date of your written acceptance of this proposal.

mBeﬂSou&mummm&emeCﬁxmuﬁumﬂmeﬁemndspﬁkof
the Telecommunications Act of 1996 as to interface requirements between the incumbent local exchange
carrier and other local exchange carriers. Further, the fax interface is immediately available thus :
facilitating AT&T's immediate entry into the local exchange reselier market. j

Nonetheless, BellSouth has been willing to go ﬁnﬂ:erdnntherequirememsot’thehwﬂnwghhs !
consideration and offer to provide an electronic interface system for service order transfer and

confirmation. It is our expectation that representatives from BellSouth and AT&T will soon be able to
agree on the specxﬁc requirements for this system.

In addition to the above-mentioned EDI development, BellSouth has continued to explore options for
addressing AT&T requests and has taken the following steps:

(1) BeliSouth has developed an initial view of pre-ordering electronic interfaces including
electronic access to: RSAG - End office (CLLI) NPA-NXX information, PSIMS - Feature

and function availability, ATLAS - Telephone number assignment, DSAP - Due date
scheduling.

(2) BeliSouth has developed an initial view of the work necessary to complete servwe orders to
AT&T via an EDI interface.

(3) BellSouth will consider authorizing the design phase to begin on both the abovementioned
items pending acceptance by AT&T of the terms outlined in the following paragraphs.

Qo1822



BellSouth has two mechanisms for recovering the costs of this additional and discretionary work. The
costs of the development of the systems can be netted against the discount offered to resellers for the
purchase of BellSouth’s retail telecommunications services or the cost can be recovered through non-
recurring charges. '

At present, AT&T is the only reseller to request that the interface between BellSouth and itself be through
electronic systems. Further, in your May 1, 1996 letter, you specifically rejected BellSouth's proposal to
net the costs of the development of electronic interface from the discount offered to resellers by BellSouth.
BellSouth was surprised by AT&T"s reaction to the “netting” concept due to earlier informal indications
from AT&T that this method would be worthy of serious consideration and because this approach would
spread the costs across resellers utilizing the BellSouth network. As discussed in our meeting of May 14,
BellSouth is requesting AT&T put forth a proposal for BellSouth’s recovery of these costs that would be
acceptable to both parties.

. 1 look forward to our mguﬁﬂy scheduled meetings regarding the negotistions.

V%

W. Scott Schaefer
Vice President - Marketing
InterConnection Services
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